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An Overview of the South Dakota Animal Damage Control Program1
Alvin L. Mil
Animal Damage Control in South Dakota is a very comprehensive
program. The program's object ive is t o reduce agr icul tura l
loss caused by predators, nuisance animals, rodents, migratory
birds and waterfowl. I t involves the cooperation of several
federal , state and county agencies as well as landowners and
In turn requires very close coordination of these various
en t i t i es in order to successfully achieve our object ive.
Operational cont ro l , extension services, research and
educational programs are al I important facets of such a
comprehensive program.
Animal Damage Control is a v i t a l program
In South Dakota because of i t s d i rect
re lat ionship to agr icul ture and the
agr icul tural economy. Agricul ture is the
number one industry in the State of South
Dakota. According to a nationwide agr icu l tura l
census, South Dakota ranked 5th In number of
beef ca t t l e and 5th in sheep. South Dakota
also ranks among the top ten states In the
production of corn for grain, oats, wheat,
barley, rye, f lax seed, sunflower seed, hay and
a l f a l f a (see table 1). The vast topographical
difference from one end of the state to the
other accounts for a wide d ivers i ty In
agr icul tura l practices. These same
topographical differences provide a wide
variety of habitat conditions tha t become food
and shelter for our w i l d l i f e populations. When
w II dl i f e I s forced t o coexist w Ith man In his
environment, probl ems often ar ise. These
problems can be caused by a var iety of things
I Ike a disease such as rabies, the destruction
of crops or the predatlon of I ivestock.
Resolving these wl ld l I fe/agr icul tural confl lets
Is the responslbil i ty of the Animal Damage
Control Program In South Dakota.
The Animal Damage Control respons ib i l i t ies
are shared by a number of d i f fe rent agencies
and organizations. Each plays an Important
ro le In making up one of the most comprehensive
Paper presented at the Eighth Great
Plains Wlldl i fe Damage Control Workshop (Howard
Johnson's, Rapid Ci ty , South Dakota, April
28-30, 1987).
Alvin L. Mil ler Is Supervisor of Animal
Damage Control, South Dakota Department of
Game, Fish and Parks, Pierre, South Dakota.
Animal Damage Control programs In the nation.
The South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and
Parks has the largest ro le In t h i s Animal
Damage Control respons ib i l i ty . This agency is
responsible for the management of a l l game
animals, b i rds, f ish and furbearers w i th in the
state. Much of the animal damage problems that
occur are caused by a w i l d l i f e species that
comes under t h i s management responslbil i t y .
The Game, Fish and Parks Department has a
special uni t known as the Animal Damage Control
section. This uni t consists of a supervisor
and one assistant supervisor, one secretary,
sixteen f u l I time extension trapper
spec ia l is ts , two p i lo ts and four part time
trappers. The primary responsib i l i ty of t h i s
un i t Is t o reduce or eliminate agr icul tura l
losses caused by predators, nuisance animals
and rodents.
The f i e l d s ta f f are a l l stationed In
strategic locations so as to best serve the
needs for Animal Damage Control. Workloads
have changed In recent years causing an
Increased need for manpower In the eastern part
of the state. This need was addressed by
adding one f u l l time and two part time trappers
(Apri l - October) east of the Missouri River.
Currently we have eleven f u l l time and two part
time trappers stationed in the western half of
the state and f i v e f u l l time and two part time
trappers stationed In the eastern half of the
state. The one west r iver part time works from
April - October. The second one serves a dual
ro le . This person works two months during
denning season (April - May) then serves as
rodent control special 1st August - November.
Table 1.—State rankings. South Dakota and ten leading states—1984.
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The control of coyote, fox and beaver
account for about 72# of our program
expenditures (see table 2 ) . Control of these
three species is usually handled d i rec t ly by
our Animal Damage Control s ta f f . The nature of
these animals' habits and the serious problems
they cause farmers and ranchers require us to
u t f l ize our professional staf f In order t o
bring about a quick solut ion t o the problem. A
large proportion of what we consider nuisance
animal problems are handled by an extension
approach. These problems are caused by animals
such as raccoon, skunk, mink and badger. With
the exception of skunk rabies, the nature of
these types of complaints are not considered as
serious. Agr icul tural or property losses are
usually not of any large amount. The nature or
habits of these types of animal s are such that
with some minor instruct ion and minimal
assistance, landowners can usually solve the
problems themselves.
Table 2.—Breakdown of program ac t i v i t y and
expenditure levels for FY '86.
Species
Number
of Complaints
Animals
Taken
Coyote
Beaver
Fox
Badger
Raccoon
Skunk
TOTAL
729
245
68
29
52
24
1,226 4,203
W i I dI i fe
$13,789
Ag. Crops
$197,103
EXPENDITURE/ACTIVITY
Residential/Industrial
$7,870
L ivestock
$453,546
Forest/Range
$59,123
Health/Safety
$10,989
The state supervised Animal Damage Control
Program receives funding from three sources.
In 1983 the state legislature passed a law
which establ ished two sources of state revenue.
A I ivestock census for each county In the state
Is taken every four years. Based on th is
census, each county appropriates, from its
general fund, a sum equal to 4 cents on each
head of catt le and 12 cents on each head of
sheep within that county. This Is deposited
semiannual ly (June, November) into an Animal
Damage Control fund. This Is matched equally
dollar for dollar by the Department of Game,
Fish and Parks. The department's contributions
are made from wi ld l i fe funds generated through
the sale of hunting licenses. The third source
of revenue Is contributed by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, APHIS ADC. In 1976,
Game, Fish and Parks entered into a cooperative
agreement with U.S. Fish and Wlldl Ife Service.
In this agreement Game, Fish and Parks would
supervise the Animal Damage Control Program
within the framework of federal guldel ines.
The service would provide for 60$ of the
program costs up to a maximum of three hundred
thousand dollars ($300,000). On December 19,
1985 the federal Animal Damage Control duties
were transferred from the Department of
Interior, U.S. Fish and Wlldl Ife Service to the
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal Plant
Health Inspection Service. The agreement was
renegotiated with APHIS in 1986 and we continue
operations under this current agreement.
This past fiscal year (July 1, 1985 - June
30, 1986), revenue sources were as follows}
county general funds, $247,000, w i ld l i fe funds
$247,000 and federal funds $300,000. Our
current funding structure allows us to provide
services to every tax paying citizen In South
Dakota. Each taxpayer and each sportsman who
purchases a hunting license has a part In
supporting the state Animal Damage Control
program. We feel this funding arrangement Is
not only unique but probably the most
appropriately distributed of any Animal Damage
Control program currently conducted.
On July 1, 1986, we began to computerize
all f ie ld reports. This Is the f i r s t step In
the development of a cost accountabil Ity
program for each county within the state. We
currently have the capabll Ity to provide
Information, within minutes, as to man-hours
spent, agriculture resource loss, species
causing the loss, landowners name and dates of
service provided for each county or trapper
d is t r ic t . This Information, when ful ly
developed, wi l l be essential In just i f icat ion
of continued county participation In funding
the program.
Sheep growers have organized themselves in
an effort to assist In the state's predator
control program. They have formed eight
predator control d istr icts. Seven of these
distr icts are west of the Missouri River and
one east river. They have set an assessment on
sheep ranging from 5 cents to 25 cents per
head. Funds collected from this assessment are
used to supplement the program In several ways.
Private aerial hunters are hired to hunt fox
and coyotes In problem areas. Special types of
equipment are purchased for state extension
trappers to use In their programs. During
denning season private trappers are often hired
by the distr icts to assist In denning
operations. All funds collected through the
assessed surtax are under the control of the
dis t r ic t board of directors to be spent within
the d ist r ic t In which they were collected.
Big game animals such as elk and deer can
cause extensive damage to I Ivestock feed
suppl ies during a long harsh winter. Once snow
covers range forage, these animals wi l l bunch
and move In on hay stacks and corn piles. Much
of the hay supply Is spoiled by deer defecating
and urinating on the feed. When situations
such as th is occur. Game, Fish and Parks
conservation officers respond by providing feed
for the deer or elk, materials for fencing
I Ivestock feed suppl ies or I Ivestock feed to
short stop these animals.
U.S. Department of Agrtculture, APHIS ADC
has a very important role in the State Animal
Damage Control Program. In addition to
providing cooperative funding for the Game,
Fish and Parks state program, this agency Is
responsible for controlling damage caused by
migratory birds and waterfowl. The agency
oversees al l prairie dog control operations
that are conducted on the various Indian
reservations. Including coordination of ferret
surveys, monitoring bait quality and
appl icatlon rates and making various procedural
recommendations to Improve control success.
Technical assistance Is provided other state
and federal agencies In resolving animal damage
probl ems.
The South Dakota Department of Agriculture
has a variety of responslbll i t ies that
contribute to the Animal Damage Control
Program. The agency has the regulatory
authority over the registration, distribution
and use of restricted use pesticides. The
department coordinates the act iv i t ies of all
county weed and pest boards and Is the state
enforcement agency for al I weed and pest
control laws. Another function of the State
Agriculture Department Is the operation of the
state bait plant. This factl Ity formulates and
distributes a variety of toxic gratn baits used
In controlling rodent populations within the
10
state. To provide for the avallabll Ity of good
qual Ity bait at a competitive price Is the goal
of this fac l l I t y . Approximately 1,250,000
pounds of bait has been formulated and
distributed from this plant between 1980 and
1986.
The secretary of Agriculture and another
deslgnee from that agency and the secretary of
Game, Fish and Parks and his deslgnee form an
Animal Damage Control Review Committee. Their
responslbi I ity Is to establ I sh goal s and
program prior i t ies for the Animal Damage
Control Section.
The U.S. Forest Service manages a major
portion of publ ic use land In South Dakota.
The Nebraska National Forest unit manages most
of the forest lands outside of the Black Hi l ls
National Forest. These lands are managed for
multlple use, however, livestock grazing Is the
primary use. Regulated grazing Is allowed
under a permit system. In the mid 1970's
prairie dog populations began to erupt on some
of the Nebraska National Forest lands. The
prairie dog population was beginning to destroy
grasses necessary for I ivestock grazing. This
enlarging prairie dog population soon spread to
adjoining private land. The decision to
address the problem was made In late 1977 and
early 1978. A state law was passed during the
1978 legislative session which made Game, Fish
and Parks responsible for control I ing the
prairie dogs on private land adjacent to public
land. This addressed the encroachment problem
of prairie dogs coming off adjoining Forest
Service land. A Joint control program was
initiated by the Forest Service and Game, Fish
and Parks Animal Damage Control Unit in 1978.
By the end of the control season In the fa l l of
1983, the prairie dog problem had been reduced
to a maintenance level. In al l 42,340 acres of
forest land and 14,250 acres of private land
had been controlled. Because of excellent
coordination the program was not only
successful but much less costly than i t may
have been. Coordination assured complete
control and el Iminated the posslbil ity of
continued prairie dog migration from
uncontrolled areas to areas having been
treated.
During this same time, a massive program
was being planned and Initiated on the Pine
Ridge Indian Reservation. Preliminary
estimates Indicated that prairie dogs covered
an area of more than 300,000 acres on the
reservation. It was by far the most serious
problem In the state. Since the reservation
bordered a large portion of the area that was
being controlled by the Forest Service and
Game, Fish and Parks, It became apparent that
coordination with the Pine Ridge program was
necessary. Annual coordination meetings were
establ ished at which time plans for the
upcoming year were formulated. Participants of
these meetings Included, Bureau of Indian
Affairs, Pine Ridge Reservation, Rosebud
Reservation, Cheyenne River Reservation, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, U.S. Forest Service,
Bureau of Land Management, South Dakota
Department of Agriculture and Department of
Game, Fish and Parks.
In 1983, Pine Ridge embarked on what was
called "The Five Year Plan". This plan called
for the complete control of prairie dogs on the
reservation and implementation of range
renovation measures. The program was a massive
undertaking but turned out to be a tremendous
success. With the treatment of about 11,000
acres in 1987, along with some mop-up efforts,
the prairie dogs on the reservation should be
at a management level. Range renovation Is
underway through such measures as deferred
grazing, fencing and I ivestock water
distribution. Grazing land that produced
nothing more than cactus Just a few years ago
Is now responding with grass. With renewed
emphasis on range management this land wil l
once again produce as i t once did.
What we have learned in South Dakota is
that coordination and cooperation between
governmental units, professional agricultural
and wildl ife organizations and landowners
results in a very successful Animal Damage
Control program. However, this success doesn't
come easy. It takes a lot of time and effort
from al I cooperators to cause a program I Ike
this to enjoy the staunch support of the
beneficiaries. This support from these people,
even in the face of adversity, makes the effort
worthwhile and makes you feel good about
yourself and the people you work with.
11
